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1	Introduction
In RAN2 #108 meeting [1] and the following discussions in the RAN2 email reflector [2], the topic of SCell BFR was discussed extensively. Some conclusions have been reached. More specifically there were agreements or consensus regarding the general procedure of SCell BFR as well as the detailed MAC CE design. 
In this contribution, we further discuss on the topic and try to close the remaining issues with SCell BFR. 

2	On the remaining issues of SCell BFR
Based on the previous discussions, we see the following open issues for SCell BFR.
Table 1 Open issues of SCell BFR
	Issue
	Descriptions

	Issue #1 SCell BFR Prioritization
	SCell BFR MAC CE prioritization over BSR, PHR, or Configured Grant Confirmation MAC CEs is FFS.

	Issue #2 Truncated format of SCell BFR MAC CE
	Any truncated format for SCell BFR MAC CE which would not cancel the pending SR for SCell beam failure recovery is FFS.

	Issue #3 Whether SCell BFR report is sent on a failed SCell
	Whether SCell BFR MAC CE is transmitted on failed SCell(s)



Among these, Issue #1 and #2 are left FFS from email discussions [3], while Issue #3 was discussed and to be concluded [4]. In the following sub-sections we look into these issues and present our views. 
2.1 SCell BFR Prioritization
This topic was once discussed via email (see [107bis#61] for details). There are basically two alternatives, i.e.,  
	-	Option 1: SCell BFR MAC CE has higher priority than “data from any Logical Channel, except data from UL-CCCH” but lower priority than “Single Entry PHR MAC CE or Multiple Entry PHR MAC CE”.
	-	Option 2: SCell BFR MAC CE should have higher priority at least than “Single Entry PHR MAC CE or Multiple Entry PHR MAC CE” and “MAC CE for BSR, with exception of BSR included for padding”.
As a background, it has been RAN1’s preference that BFR MAC CE has a higher priority than UL data. Further priority handling is up to RAN2. 
One aspect to take into account is that there may be UL data transmissions on-going (in SpCell and/or other SCells) in parallel with the SCell BFR report. If BFR MAC CE is to have higher priority than PHR and BSR, the data transmissions in a ‘good’ serving cell might be impacted. Furthermore, there is previous agreement
When SCell BFR SR resource is not configured and SCell BFR MAC CE transmission triggers SCell BFR SR, Random Access procedure on SpCell is triggered to request UL resources to transmit the SCell BFR MAC CE (similarly to Rel-15 behaviour on SR).
In this particular case in the RACH procedure the intended behavior seems to allow BSR report first in SpCell (if any), which then requires that BSR has higher priority compared to BFR. Otherwise we might need to discuss that in some cases the BFR report is sent in the PUSCH resources (e.g., with MsgA in 2-step RACH or with Msg3 in 4-step RACH), instead of BSR. And these haven’t been discussed a lot previously. Considering this is already quite late stage, it seems reasonable to consider a simpler solution. 
Based on the discussions we propose to go with Option 1. 
[bookmark: p1]Proposal 1 	RAN2 agree that SCell BFR MAC CE has higher priority than “data from any Logical Channel, except data from UL-CCCH” but lower priority than “Single Entry PHR MAC CE or Multiple Entry PHR MAC CE”.

2.2 Truncated format of SCell BFR MAC CE
During the format discussions of BFR MAC CE [2], there was concern on the message size when multiple SCells are addressed by a single BFR MAC CE. And, there may be the cases where the TB size of a PUSCH is not sufficient to accommodate a full BFR MAC CE, e.g., when there is UL data at the same time. Therefore it seems useful to allow truncated format for SCell BFR. 
The design aspects can then largely follow the existing mechanism of BSR. For example, it seems reasonable not to cancel the pending SR for SCell beam failure recovery if only truncated format is sent by the UE. Furthermore it seems quite straigtforward to use a separate LCID for Truncated BFR MAC CE.
We therefore have the following proposals. 
[bookmark: p2]Proposal 2	RAN2 agree on the introduction of a truncated SCell BFR MAC CE format, with the following design principles: a) Pending SR for SCell BFR is not cancelled if only truncated format is sent by the UE, and b)Truncated and long formats of SCell BFR MAC CE use different LCID values. 

2.3 Whether SCell BFR report is sent on a failed SCell
First of all, this issue has been discussed extensive in the previous meeting or email discussions. The key reasoning of not having any restriction seem to include 
· The existing RAN1 indication that from their perspective there is no need for introducing such restrictions on MAC CE transmission for BFR in Rel-16.
· Possibility of network implementation to determine suitable UL CC(s) to send this BFR MAC CE, e.g., based on SRS measurement, etc. 
For the 1st bullet it has been argued that RAN2 may of course have separate discussions and then preference. For the 2nd bullet above there might be restrictions. For example, some CC(s) may be DL-only, or has UL-configuration but limited UL resources (e.g. some DL-heavy TDD configuration). Furthermore, UL beam measurement may not be based on SRS at all. It is quite possible that UL beam measurement is based on DL/UL reciprocity and uses DL RS (e.g. CSI-RS/SSB). So it is not obvious how implementation can solve the potential performance loss. 
While on the other hand, the motivations of certain restriction include
· The obvious link performance loss (and thus increased likelihood of failed report) if report is via a failed CC, and
· For the case when CG exists for the failed CC, there is no triggered BFR SR, and therefore the risk of ‘keep failing’ on that failed CC.
Given this late stage, we seek for possible compromise, taking all those pros and cons into account. 
First of all, it seems quite straightforward that if no any consensus on this issue there will be no restriction. 
[bookmark: o1]Observation 1	No restriction is defined for SCell BFR report on a failed SCell, if there is no consensus to do so. 
Based on this observation, it is then meaningful to consider some low hanging fruit to alleviate the aforementioned performance loss, if the extra complexity is limited. With this in mind we propose again the following possible WF. 
[bookmark: p3]Proposal 3	If UE has a configured UL grant that is not on the failed SCell(s), UE should first select the PUSCH to transmit the BFR MAC CE. Otherwise UE follows the UL grant.

3	Summary
Based on the discussions we have the following observations and proposals on SCell BFR.
Proposal 1 	RAN2 agree that SCell BFR MAC CE has higher priority than “data from any Logical Channel, except data from UL-CCCH” but lower priority than “Single Entry PHR MAC CE or Multiple Entry PHR MAC CE”.
Proposal 2	RAN2 agree on the introduction of a truncated SCell BFR MAC CE format, with the following design principles: a) Pending SR for SCell BFR is not cancelled if only truncated format is sent by the UE, and b)Truncated and long formats of SCell BFR MAC CE use different LCID values. 
Observation 1	No restriction is defined for SCell BFR report on a failed SCell, if there is no consensus to do so. 
Proposal 3	If UE has a configured UL grant that is not on the failed SCell(s), UE should first select the PUSCH to transmit the BFR MAC CE. Otherwise UE follows the UL grant.
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